REMARKS 

The Office Action mailed on May 19, 2008, has been 
received and carefully considered. 

The Examiner is thanked by the Applicants for removing 
the objection to the drawings. 

By this amendment, claim 22 has been further amended to 
more particularly define the inventive aspects of Applicants' 
invention. Claim 2 now requires that the movement between 
each period of irradiation of each discrete location on the 
surface is intermittent , which is a critical aspect of 
Applicant's invention. Support for this amendment can be 
found on page 13, lines 11-22, and on page 20, lines 15-22, of 
the specification . 

Furthermore, claim 22 has been amended to include the 
subject matter of claim 23, which specifies the time interval 
between irradiation of successive discrete locations such 
being shorter than the period of irradiation of each location. 

New claim 32 is directed to the subject matter of 
cancelled claim 24. 

Claims 22-31 stand finally rejected under 35 USC 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Cirri (US 4,169,976) in view of the 
Li reference. 

It is Applicants' position that the Cirri and Li 
references, taken alone or in combination with each other, do 
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not disclose or suggest Applicants' invention, as presently 
claimed. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of the pending 
claims is respectfully requested in view of the following 
remarks . 

While conceding that neither Cirri nor Li teach the 
claimed irradiating time of the laser, the Examiner maintains 
that the time period for irradiation is a matter of choice, 
being dependent on the surface being treated and the power 
density of the laser beam being used. 

The Examiner also asserts that the time interval between 
successive exposures would be chosen to be short, because a 
short time interval does not allow the substrate to cool down. 

This comment is not properly understood by the applicant. 
With the Examiner's reasoning, the optimal method would be a 
continuous and relatively slow movement. That is already known 
in the cited references and other prior art. As discussed in 
more detail below, the presently claimed method requires 
intermittent movement of the laser beam relative to the 
surface . 

In the method of Applicants' invention, the proposal is 
not to irradiate the same location, but a different location, 
admittedly with the possibility of some overlap in the surface 
area of these locations. A critical aspect of the present 



invention is that the movement between the different locations 
is not continuous and even, but discontinuous with irradiation 
at a defined location for a significantly longer period of 1 
to 30 seconds and then a quicker movement to a different, 
slightly overlapping location, the movement taking only 
between 0.1 and 2 seconds. 

The presently claimed pattern of irradiation is described 
repeatedly in the specification as applying laser irradiation 
in a sequential manner to discrete locations on the surface." 
Indeed, there is a clear description of the intermittent 
nature of the movement between the respective individual 
locations on page 13, lines 11-22 of the specification, as 
well as on page 20, lines 15-22. 

It is submitted by the Applicants that the purpose of the 
relatively long irradiation period and the intermittent 
movement taking place in a shorter time period is not to 
prevent the substrate cooling down, as asserted by the 
Examiner. Rather, and as explained in the specification from 
page 7, line 10, to page 9, line 21, Applicants' method of 
irradiation reduces the proportion of the surface which is 
subject to peripheral annealing. That is, Applicants' method 
reduces the proportion of the surface which is irradiated and 
heated by a peripheral portion of the laser beam which is 
below the threshold for removal of material by thermal shock, 



and which may become resistant to subsequent such removal 
because of this lower level heat treatment. This concept is 
explained in greater detail in the specific description 
passage from page 20, line 21, to page 22, line 23 of the 
application. 

Although the specific pattern mentioned, and shown in 
Figure 5, is the subject of claims 29-31, the principle is the 
same, it is submitted that the proposed method is an inventive 
solution to the problem which has been set out in the 
specification in the passage from page 7 to page 9 mentioned 
above. This methodology is not disclosed in either the Cirri 
or Li references. Cirri merely discloses the movement of a 
pulsed laser beam across a surface, but does not disclose 
intermittent movement and periods of longer static irradiation 
of discrete locations. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) is 
unsustainable, and urges favorable reconsideration and 
withdrawal thereof. 

Respectfully submitted 

Date: August 19, 2008 Malcolm J. MacDonald 
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